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l. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



2. Claims 45-46, 48-54, 56-62, and 64-65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sato et al (US 5,766,360) in view of Toprac et al (US 6,304,999) 
and the acknowledged prior art of the instant specification. 

As in the independent claims 45, 53 and 61, Sato et al shows a wafer processing 
tool with a plurality of wafer processing "slots", or stations. There is a wafer inspection 
station (58 in figure 2, for example), and a wafer handler (13 in figure 1, 30 in figure 2) 
to transport the wafers being processed between the processing stations and to and from 
the inspection station. There is a data processor to analyze the inspection data and 
control the processing of the wafer based upon the data (see for example column 5, lines 
6-10). Note in particular that the inspection station receives and inspects the wafers 
both after the "pre-process chamber" (column 4, lines 1-4) and after the "thin film 
growth chamber" (column 4, lines 28-33). Thus the inspection station in the Sato et al 
reference does "analyze the wafer after processing in any of the processing stations". 
Further, the system is "operable to alter the flow in the wafer processing tool based 
upon" the measurements; see column 4, lines 1-22 which describes the control of 
process flow of a wafer based upon the measurements, either directly to a thin film 
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growth chamber Qines 4-8) or to a pre-preprocess chamber (lines 10-14), and the 
control of process flow back into the pre-process chamber if further processing is 
needed and, if the pre-processing cannot be adequately performed, to a defective 
substrate storage holder Qines 14-18). 

Sato et al does not teach that the wafer inspection tool can be a scatterometry 
instrument. Scatterometry instruments are known, and it is known to use such 
scatterometry instruments in a wafer processing when such an instrument is 
appropriate for the particular inspections being made on the wafer; see Toprac et al 
(column 4, lines 11-12) and the instant specification, page 4, or example. Such 
scatterometry is known to use "characteristic optical signatures" in the processing; see 
the instant specification, the sentence bridging pages 10 and 11, which treats such use of 
signatures as known in the art, treating the techniques of obtaining and using these 
signatures as so well known no disclosure of to obtain and use them as so well known no 
particular disclosure beyond mere mention is needed. 

Given the known use of a single inspection station to serve a plurality of 
processing stations, as shown by Sato et al, and the general known use of scatterometry 
to inspect and control processing (as shown by Toprac et al and in the instant 
specification), it would have been obvious to use such scatter ometry-based inspection 
and control in conjunction with a plurality of processing stations in a cluster tool of the 
like in order to obtain the benefits of automatic inspection and control after each 
processing step without having to remove the wafers form the processing tool. 
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As in claims 46, 54, and 62, Sato teaches sending the wafer for farther processing 
in one of the processing stations which has already processed the wafer (column 4, lines 
10-14). 

As discussed above, and more specifically for claims 48, 56 and 64, the disclosed 
manner in which the inspection station of Sato et al decides to sent a wafer directly to 
the thin film growth chamber or to a pre-process chamber, and to return the wafer to 
the "pre-process chamber" or send it on to the "thin film growth chamber" or to a 
defective wafer storage chamber is a manner of "changing the order in which the wafer 
visits the plurality of wafer processing slots", and constitutes control of process flow. 
Given this general teaching of using the inspection data to control the processing of the 
wafer including which processing station, or "slot", it is sent to, it would have been 
obvious to use any other type test in combination with any other type of processing with 
similar control as appropriate for the particular processing being done. 

As for claims 49-52, 57-60 and 65, the claimed use of a model, and manners of 
carrying out scatterometry, appears to be, and appears to be intended to be, statements 
of known manners of carrying out scatterometry. 

3. The independent claims 45, 53, and 61 have been amended to include the 
limitation that the data processor can alter the process flow of the wafer. As set forth 
above, this is taught by Sato et al. The suggestion in the remarks filed 7 April 2006 that 
Sato et al does not teach or suggest "alteration of process flow within the tool, that is, the 
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sequence of steps by which a wafer is processed in the tool" (remarks, page 7, lines 20- 
22) appears to be incorrect. 

4. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Richard A Rosenberger whose telephone number is (571) 
272-2428. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday during the 
hours of 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gregory J. Toatley, Jr. can be reached on (571) 272-2800 ext. 77. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
703-872-9306. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications maybe obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



R. A. Rosenberger 
23 June 2006 




